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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Background

In governmental literature, both state
and federal, the term "facilities
planning" originally referred to the
mandated process by which a
community could obtain a federal
"construction grant" to build a
centralized sewage treatment facility.
There were three major steps to the
process: Step 1, Planning; Step 2,
Design; and Step 3, Implementation.
Step 1, the planning step, was often
divided into three phases: Phase I,
Needs Assessment; Phase 11,
Development and Screening of
Alternatives; and Phase III, Detailed
Plan Evaluation. The plan evolving
from Step 1 was to have both
environmental/ technological and
administrative/ institutional
components. The Environmental
Protection Agency's Construction
Grants Program has since been
phased out. However, most of the
existing literature pertaining to such
planning still places emphasis on
central facilities, even during an era
when both governmental and civic
interest in decentralized wastewater
management has increased.

"Decentralized wastewater
management" is shorthand for the
"centralized management of
dispersed on-site or "near-site"
individual, or neighborhood and
community, small-scale wastewater
treatment systems." The concept
carries the implications that small-

scale systems require varying
degrees of prescribed maintenance,
e.g., regularly scheduled inspection
and pumping at the least; and that
the planned and managed use of
conventional and advanced small-
scale systems might indefinitely
forestall the need for a community to
sewer and convey waste to a central
treatment plant. In this context,
"managed use" may often imply
more than Title 5 management of
conventional septic systems in terms
of planning, permitting, and
maintenance. But it may also imply
less, in that the conservative,
prescriptive standards for Title 5
systems may be replaced with
performance-based and
environmentally-based standards
that are altogether more flexible.

By analogy, a process similar to
central facilities planning can be
established for the "alternative" of
long-term, proactive, decentralized
wastewater planning. In varying
degrees it has even come to be
required in revisions to federal and
state regulations because both the
cost of centralization and its
adequacy have increasingly come
into question. Just this year (in
January, 1996) the Massachusetts
Department of Environmental
Protection issued a new set of
guidelines to communities, entitled
Guide to Comprehensive Wastewater
Planning, which implies in its title, as
in its content, that on-site systems as
well as central systems may be part
of a 20-year plan sanctioned by the



DEP, thus qualifying for several
types of loans and grants.

Even so, it remains that much less
has been published in the way of
planning guidance for decentralized
alternatives. The DEP guidelines
themselves comprise only 30 pages
of advice for a process that may
result in the expenditure of millions
of dollars; only a portion of that
advice concerns decentralization.
Furthermore, the decentralized
solution can be more complex than
that of centralization alone,
particularly if the planning is
conducted comprehensively.
Technologically, it involves the
examination of many more variables,
including the place (and type) of
central facilities that may be part of
an overall wastewater management
plan. Administratively, the
organizational and institutional
structures required for management
may need to be created, if not wholly
from scratch, at least by modifying
the charters of local governmental
agencies. This isn't the case for
public utilities, such as a central
treatment plants, where clear-cut
instrumentalities already exist for
their management. And financially
state support of decentralized
management is only now coming to
be explored in sufficient ways.

Therefore, this document, and a
companion to this one entitled
Managing Wastewater: Prospects in
Massachusetts for a Decentralized
Approach, have been written to

ii

familiarize members of Wastewater
Planning and Citizens Advisory
committees with the issues that arise
in the decentralized context, and to
provide some guidance to their
exploration during the planning
process. It is hoped that this
background will help such
committees participate effectively in
their dialogues with consultants,
planners, and state officials.

This, the "planning document," is
concerned mainly with the
environmental, regulatory,
geographic, demographic, and
technological variables that arise.
The other, the "management
document," is a more elemental
exploration of the kinds of
administrative, regulatory, and
financial structures that other states
or regions have created in order to
proactively manage on-site systems.
The multi-state inquiry was
necessary because the very concept
of a decentralized management
program, particularly one that could
substitute for, and perform as well as
or better than, central treatment, is
comparatively new to
Massachusetts.

The target readerships of both
documents are local officials, such as
Selectmen, members of Boards of
Health, or others under whose
general auspices planning takes
shape. Engineers, professional
planners, lawyers, and financial
experts will find the discussions of
interest, but insufficient to fully



specify either a technological or an
administrative construct. (Which, in
any event would not need to be fully
specified, in the "classic" context,
until Step 2, Design, was completed.)

Earlier versions of both documents
were presented to attendees of a
December 1-2, 1995, Assumption
College (Worcester, Massachusetts)
conference entitled Managing Small-
Scale, Alternative and On-site
Wastewater Systems: Opportunities,
Problems and Responsibilities.
Proceedings from that conference are
also available from the ad hoc Task
Force for Decentralized Wastewater
Management.

A Summary of Decentralized
Wastewater Planning

The organization of this document
follows that of the three phases of
the older "facilities planning"
process, namely, (1) needs
assessment; (2) development and
screening of alternatives
(particularly regarding problem
areas or areas of special concern
within the planning area or
"district"); and (3) overall, integrated
evaluation of alternative plans, their
area-specific subplans, and the plan's
separate components: technological,
administrative, and financial.

However, even before Phase |
(Needs Assessment) commences, a
"Plan of Study" is drawn up by a
Lead Agency. This procedure is
discussed in the first chapter. The

iii

Lead Agency may be a Board of
Selectmen; it may be a Wastewater
Planning Committee established by a
Board of Selectmen or a Municipal
Council; it may be a department or
board within a town, such as the
Board of Health. If the planning area
or district crosses jurisdictional
boundaries, the Lead Agency will be
jointly established, or the role may
be assumed by a division of a
regional planning entity. Not only
does the Lead Agency create, or lead
in the creation of, a Plan of Study,
but it establishes liaison with other
municipal and state (and possibly
federal) agencies such as the local
Planning Board and Conservation
Commission, the state's Department
of Environmental Protection and
MEPA office; and offices of relevant
federal/state/local partnerships
such as the Massachusetts Bays
Program. The Lead Agency will
assess the need for, hire, and then
steer the activities of consulting
engineers or planners, which will be
required if the project is of any real
complexity. Indeed, if hired, these
consultants would typically draft the
plan. The Lead Agency will budget
the planning process. Finally, and
very importantly, it will establish a
Citizens Advisory Committee
representative of the municipality's
diverse interests; and it will engage
in other forms of public discourse
such as holding public meetings and
hearings.

The introductory chapter also
provides discussion of the history of



water pollution control in law and
circumstance, and provides an
overview of the entire planning
process. The process described in
this document is a very complete
one, in general commendable
because of its emphasis on
comprehensiveness. Such a thorough
plan may also be stipulated by the
DEP if a community seeks state
funding or if it is under a consent
order. But much in the way of better
management of small systems may
be accomplished without such
formal, or complete, procedures;
thus the process described may,
alternatively, be viewed as a "menu"
of considerations that a community
may wish to explore.

During Phase I, Needs Assessment
(covered in Chapter 2), the first task
is to establish an overall community
profile, which accounts of its present
circumstance, and what it is likely to
look like at the end of the plan's 20-
year design life. The profile will
reveal the planning area's
topography, geology (especially
soils), hydrology of surface and
ground waters; and identify
environmentally sensitive areas such
as groundwater recharge zones,
water supplies, wetlands, nitrogen-
sensitive embayments, wildlife or
plant habitats, and archaeological or
historical assets. It will examine
present and future demography.
Using that analysis, as well as local
zoning and development plans, it
will then examine present and
required water supplies. Finally it

iv

will examine existing wastewater
flows, loadings, conveyances, and
facilities; assess their current status;
and project future needs. Last of all,
it will identity areas of particular
concern regarding wastewater. Such
concerns may have to do with
environmental sensitivity,
population density, the presence of
antiquated or failing systems, or
areas with severe geological or
hydrological limitations to
accommodating wastewater flow.

Chapter 3 opens with a discussion of
wastewater treatment in general;
levels of treatment from the
primitive to the advanced, enhanced,
alternative and innovative; the types
and scales of systems available; and
some of the broad principles and
processes that go into the
development, screening, evaluation,
and elimination of options,
particularly in the small-scale, and
small community, context.

It then moves to a discussion of
Phase II, Development and
Screening of Alternatives. This
process involves matching various
areas within the planning district
(especially problem areas, or “Areas
of Concern”, AOCs), along with their
associated environmental and
regulatory requirements, against the
capacity of broad technological
categories to address them. First, for
example, what levels of treatment
are required for each area: primary,
secondary or tertiary? Then, is such
treatment best accomplished by



creating or further extending
centralized treatment, or instead by
creating zones where small-scale and
community systems provide the
solution? For the remaining areas,
served by individual systems, the
question is whether conventional
treatment will suffice, or whether
advanced treatment will be required.
Thereafter, the environmental
impacts of the facilities themselves
need addressing. Only after that can
more detailed consideration be given
to technological factors such as
design, reliability, risk, ease of
operation, and opportunities for
water or energy conservation.

Through a process of elimination the
number of technological choices
diminishes, and increasing
consideration of the surviving ones
is given to wastewater technology
management (remediation,
inspection, and maintenance) and
the administrative entities that will
specify and enforce such
management; the overall costs to
implement the plan; and a plan to
finance such costs.

Chapter 4 discusses Phase III, the
Evaluation of Community-wide
Plans. This broader evaluation
involves examining the details
concerning the establishment of the
precise boundaries that separate
different types of service areas; the
layouts of sewers; the provisions for
and location of residuals treatment;
the required mechanisms for system
management and administration; the

overall costs during the entire design
life of the system; and, finally, public
acceptance of proposals. In Phase III
a small number of overall plans are
compared and evaluated against
each other. The adequacy and cost-
effectiveness of each is compared to
a "baseline alternative" of
maximizing the use of existing
facilities. At several junctures, more
research may be required, and more
effort may need to be expended in
bringing the public to consensus.
The local or affected public, typically
at the ballot box, is ultimately
charged with final plan approval.



Chapter 1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Some History of Water
Pollution Control

In 1948 Congress enacted the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act which
set forth ambient water quality
standards and required states to
identify polluted water bodies and
locate and suppress pollutant
discharges. This Act was the first
ever environmental legislation
enacted by Congress, and its
approach was found to be
impracticable. Each state went about
trying to meet the WPCA standards
differently, and while a few states
had some success, most found it
nearly impossible to determine
which polluter caused what
pollution. As a result, rivers were
being turned into open sewers,
aquatic life in lakes and ponds was
threatened with extinction, and the
purity of our drinking, irrigation and
industrial water supplies was
endangered. The continued
degradation of these important
water resources eventually forced
Congress to rethink their strategy.

In 1972 Congress enacted the Federal
Water Pollution Control Act
Amendments. These amendments
represented a new approach, the
basic concept of which was a
prohibition of all discharges of
pollutants without a permit. The
new approach abandoned the use of
ambient water quality standards that

limited the concentration of
pollutants in the water body and
relied on the use of effluent
standards instead. The newly formed
Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA) was then charged with
enforcement of these new effluent
standards. The standards, however,
were set to match the effluent quality
achieved by the state-of-the-art
technology (passive primary
wastewater treatment) and thus
prescribed a single technology
standard to solve the nation’s water
quality problems. This approach
worked well to protect water quality
in some regions, particularly in
inland lakes and rivers, but water
quality in other areas continued to be

degraded.

The 1972 Federal Water Pollution
Control Act was amended in 1977
and renamed the Clean Water Act
(CWA). At this time, six new goals
and objectives were set forth:

1. Elimination of the discharge of
pollutants into navigable waters
by 1985;

2. Achievement of water quality
sufficient to protect fish and
recreation by 1983;

3. Prohibition of the discharge of
toxic pollutants;

4. Construction of publicly owned
wastewater treatment works;

5. Development of area-wide waste
treatment management planning;
and



6. Development of the technology
to eliminate the discharge of all
pollutants.

To achieve these goals and
objectives, Congress enacted a
system of regulations regarding
water pollutants and authorized
grants for planning, construction of
passive primary wastewater
treatment plants, and research. By
this time, EPA had already
embarked on a campaign to clean up
the nation’s water resources and the
order was going out to cities and
towns, in some states directly, and in
others such as Massachusetts,
through state environmental
agencies, to come into compliance or
face major fines.

Construction of large publicly
owned wastewater treatment works,
however, was expensive, and many
cities and towns found it difficult to
comply without financial assistance.
It wasn’t until 1981, though, that
federal subsidies large enough to
help cities and towns build large
central treatment plants became
available. Congress began to
recognize that primary treatment
levels mandated in the CWA of 1977
were insufficient to protect many
water resources. Consequently, they
enacted amendments to the CWA in
1981 that called for municipal
sewage treatment plants to upgrade
in order to meet higher standards
that were based on the new state-of-
the-art technology, biological
secondary treatment. At this time,

Congress recognized that increased
federal support for wastewater
projects was needed to help defray
costs associated with plant upgrades
and construction of new facilities,
and enacted the Federal
Construction Grants (CG) Program.
The CG Program, which was
administered by the EPA,
established a facilities planning
process through which large
subsidies were provided to cities and
towns to help them design and build
municipal secondary wastewater
treatment facilities. The CG Program
created significant momentum for
centralized treatment, and all but
established sewering and centralized
passive primary/biological
secondary wastewater treatment as
the nation’s preferred method for
water pollution control.

In 1987, though, Congress passed the
Water Quality Act (WQA). While the
WQA added a new goal to the CWA
to focus on the importance of
controlling nonpoint source
pollution, its major impact came
with its phasing out of the Federal
Construction Grants Program. In
place of the CG program, Congress
authorized states to create a
revolving funds system that could be
used to make low-interest loans to
cities and towns in need of sewage
treatment systems.

Up until this time the Federal
Government was carrying
approximately 75% of the financial
burden associated with the



construction of new sewers and large
central primary/secondary
treatment plants. State Revolving
Fund systems (SRF), however shifted
that burden to the municipalities.
Under the SRF loan system:s, cities
and towns now bear 75% of the
costs, which have been rising in
recent years. As a result, many
communities, particularly smaller
ones that have difficulty obtaining
SRF loans, are finding it difficult to
obtain public support for new
construction of large centralized
treatment systems.

Increasing financial constraints as
well as other social, demographic
and environmental problems
associated with the conventional
approach to wastewater
management point to the need for
able to consider a wider range of
alternatives. Individual on-site
disposal systems (ISDSs), including
conventional septic systems,
innovative and advanced
technologies, as well as shared
systems are alternatives that can
provide equally good treatment or
better depending on the
circumstances (i.e. advanced
nitrogen removal technologies).
These more decentralized technologies
pose fewer watershed or aquifer
recharge problems since they
discharge the wastewater effluent
locally. In addition, ISDSs and small
shared systems may offer land use
(e.g. protection of open space) and
cost benefits.

The degree to which such
decentralized solutions are
considered for long-term wastewater
management has been limited,
however, by the perception that
ISDSs are prone to failure, and
therefore are to be employed as
temporary or interim solutions on
the way to eventual sewers. Many
“on-site” technologies, however, are
proven technologies that will
provide long-term protection of
public health and the environment,
provided they are managed
properly. A large percentage of
ISDSs currently in use are failing, but
not because they don’t work. Most of
the failures can be attributed to the
misapplication of prescriptive codes
that result in faulty design or
installation in areas inappropriate for
on-site disposal (e.g. high
groundwater, poor soils), or to
inadequate maintenance (i.e. failure
to pump tanks). Such problems can
be overcome, but it requires that
cities and towns take a more
comprehensive approach to
wastewater planning, and increase
their level of commitment to the
management of individual on-site
and small shared systems.

In addition to better management,
their exist, today, new innovative
and advanced “on-site” technologies
that may provide long-term
protection of public health and the
environment in situations that, in the
past, could best be addressed only
through centralized treatment.
Managing wastewater using a



combination of more advanced on-
site technologies, conventional on-
site systems and perhaps smaller
centralized treatment systems may
represent an affordable and
environmentally sensitive long-term
alternative to extensive sewers and
large central treatment plants,
particularly in smaller communities
with limited fiscal ability. Until now,
though, there has been little or no
guidance available to help
Massachusetts communities develop
and evaluate such alternatives.
Current state guidelines for
wastewater management planning
(Guide to Comprehensive
Wastewater Management Planning,
MDEP), discuss decentralized
solutions only briefly and provide
inadequate guidance on evaluating
this approach . More detailed
guidance on how to assess
wastewater needs, determine where
or under what conditions a more
decentralized approach may be
appropriate, and how to develop
and evaluate decentralized solutions
in those areas is needed.

1.2 Purpose and Scope of this
Document

Planning how a community will
manage their wastewater needs for
the next two decades requires a
commitment to thorough problem
definition and a comprehensive look
at resource use and protection, land
use, growth and development and
other economic, demographic and

environmental issues that influence
the decision-making process. This is
essential to the development and
implementation of a wastewater
management strategy that will
achieve long-term performance of
both decentralized and centralized
systems, and thereby protect public
health and the environment. City
and town officials, as well as the
public, however, are generally not
comfortable with the concept of
comprehensive planning,
particularly in the context of
wastewater management.

The purpose of this document is to
provide a guide to wastewater
management planning to help
Massachusetts communities consider
a wider range of wastewater
treatment and disposal options to
address their wastewater needs. The
remainder of Chapter 1 provides city
and town officials, planners and
engineers, and the public with an
overview of the wastewater
management planning process to
help them see how they might
negotiate the process more
effectively. Chapter 2 provides
guidelines that will enable
communities to determine their
wastewater needs in a
comprehensive manner. Chapters 3
and 4 serve as a guide to the
screening (Ch. 3) and evaluation (Ch.
4) of decentralized alternatives.

More specifically, Chapter 2, Guide
to Needs Assessment, is designed to
help planners and engineers obtain a



clear and complete view of a
community’s wastewater needs and
the kinds of issues, including
environmental, demographic,
economic and political, that impact
the development and evaluation of
wastewater treatment alternatives.
This knowledge will allow
community leaders to determine
where a centralized or decentralized
approach may be most suitable. In
some cases, both approaches may
appear equally viable, but a detailed
screening and evaluation of all the
alternatives may suggest otherwise
or indicate that a combination of
approaches is best.

Chapters 3 and 4 provide the tools
needed to adequately identify and
evaluate small-scale, alternative and
on-site wastewater technologies that
may address wastewater problems
in areas that may support a
decentralized approach. While the
latter part of this document focuses
on decentralized solutions, the
reader is reminded that this
approach, as with sewering and
centralized treatment, is not always
the most appropriate solution.
Guidance on the evaluation of
centralized alternatives is, however,
readily available from state and
federal sources, whereas very little
guidance is currently available for
evaluating decentralized
alternatives. A companion document
to this one, entitled Managing
Wastewater: Prospects in
Massachusetts for a Decentralized
Approach, should be reviewed in

conjunction with this one. It
discusses the issues and obstacles to
the implementation of decentralized
management programs and
examines the importance of such
programs in protecting public health
and the environment. It is important
to recognize that while this
document and the companions to it
do not examine alternatives for
wastewater residuals (i.e. septage,
sludge), alternatives for dealing with
wastewater residuals must also be
considered concurrently. Guidance
on evaluating residuals management
options may be obtained from the
MA Department of Environmental
Protection or the US Environmental
Protection Agency.

It is the hope of the Ad Hoc Task
Force for Decentralized Wastewater
Management that this document
when used in conjunction with its
companion documents and state
guidelines will help Massachusetts
communities to develop appropriate
solutions for wastewater
management, while addressing their
needs on site as much as possible.
The Task Force also intends these
documents to be helpful in
developing assurances for
municipalities and the MA
Department of Environmental
Protection that the solutions
recommended will provide long-
term protection of public health and
the environment.

1.3 Comprehensive Wastewater



Management Planning

1.3.1 The Goal

The goal of the wastewater
management planning process is to
generate a comprehensive plan that
will guide the community in the
construction, operation,
maintenance, and financing of a
wastewater treatment system that
addresses the wastewater needs of
the community. This is most
effectively accomplished through the
development of a single
comprehensive Wastewater
Management Plan that considers the
physical, social, economic,
environmental and other related
characteristics of the planning area.
Once developed, this plan is
recommended to the community for
implementation. To gain approval
from the community, the plan must
demonstrate that the recommended
treatment facilities are the “most
economical means of meeting the
applicable effluent, water quality
and public health requirements [over
the design life (20 years) of the
facilities] while recognizing
environmental and other
nonmonetary considerations.”

The Wastewater Management Plan
should be developed through a
systematic evaluation of the financial
and regulatory feasibility of all
practicable centralized and
decentralized engineering
alternatives that address the
demographic, topographic,
hydrologic and ecologic

characteristics unique to the
planning area.

1.3.2 Who Should Be Involved

The key to successful wastewater
management planning is active
participation and cooperation from
all parties to the process from start to
finish. Who should be involved in
the process is generally determined
by the boundaries of the planning
area. In cases where the planning
area is defined by municipal
boundaries or is a subarea within the
boundaries of a municipality, parties
to the process should include the
municipal officials and staff
responsible for management of the
community, their consultants,
regional, state and federal agencies
responsible for oversight and
regulation of planning and
watershed management in the area,
other local stakeholders (e.g.
watershed associations, civic groups,
business and homeowners
associations), and most importantly,
the local citizens who will ultimately
bear the cost of the project and will
have final approval over the
recommended plan.

In other cases, the planning area may
extend across municipal boundaries.
This is particularly true in the case of
planning efforts initiated to
remediate and/or protect the
watershed of an important surface
water resource or critical
underground water supply and its
surrounding recharge area which do



not often conform to municipal
boundaries. In these and similar
cases, municipal officials and staff
from each of the affected
communities should be involved in
the planning effort along with the
appropriate regional, state and
federal agencies, planning and
engineering consultants, other
interested stakeholders and citizens
of the affected communities.

Identifying parties to the process is
the responsibility of the project
leaders, and every effort should be
made to include as many municipal
agencies and public interest groups
as possible. Project leaders must
commit to keeping everyone well-
informed and up-to-date on all
aspects of the project throughout the
planning process. This will help
prevent undue interruptions in the
planning process, avoid cost over-
runs, and insure that the final
recommended plan is implementable
and acceptable to all parties.

1.3.2.1  Municipal Involvement

Normally, a municipal agency will
lead the wastewater management
planning project. Oftentimes the lead
agency will be one of the following:
local Board of Health or Health
Department; the Department of
Public Works; or the Board of
Selectmen. Planning Boards and
Conservation Commissions along
with their professional staff are also
important resource agencies that
should be closely involved in the

planning effort. One way to insure
adequate involvement is to form a
“Wastewater Planning Committee”
(WPC) that is headed by the lead
agency and includes, at a minimum,
a representative from each local
agency described above. The
formation of a WPC is particularly
important in planning projects that
cross municipal lines.

1.3.2.2  Public Involvement

A quiet, homogenous, wealthy
bedroom community with no
disagreement about the need for
some form of improved wastewater
treatment will have very different
public involvement needs than a
community that has a history of
contentious dispute, where there are
serious income differences, or where
community groups have organized
to influence the planning process. In
the first case the municipal
authorities can probably handle all
of the public involvement needs
themselves. In the second case, they
may need the help of specialists in
this area to motivate and perhaps
facilitate public involvement.

After the WPC is formed, project
leaders, in conjunction with public
involvement specialists if needed,
should create a Citizen Advisory
Committee (CAC) to assist in the
planning effort. The CAC should be
comprised of local citizens that
represent the affected community(s),
including economic, environmental,
technical, governmental, and general



citizen interests. The composition of
the CAC should be reviewed by the
state Department of Environmental
Protection (DEP) to insure public
opinion is well represented.

The CAC should be formed very
early on in the planning process in
order to insure their effectiveness.
They should also be given a clear
notion of their roles and
responsibilities up front. In
particular, they should have a
review schedule that is tied closely
to the technical planning process,
they should have access to ALL
relevant information, and they
should be given adequate time for
review and comment. Many CACs
flounder because they are treated as
an afterthought. When they are
properly integrated into the planning
process, though, they can provide
invaluable assistance in identifying
community wastewater needs,
evaluating options and obtaining
public support. The CAC is the
primary vehicle through which
public participation and public input
are encouraged, which is essential to
help assure community approval of
the final recommended plan

1.3.2.3  Regulatory Involvement

At the state level, the Bureau of
Resource Protection (BRP), Bureau of
Municipal Facilities (BMF), and
Office of Watershed Management
(OWM) at the DEP are responsible
for overseeing and regulating the
planning process. To obtain funding

and insure the project is ultimately
permittable by law, the WPC, if one
is formed, should actively seek input
from DEP’s Boston and regional
offices very early on and maintain
this contact throughout the planning
process. In particular, if the
community plans to seek loans from
the State Revolving Loan Fund to
support their wastewater
management planning project, they
will need to contact BMF which
administers the State Revolving
Loan Fund and enter into the state
facilities planning process.

OWM is responsible for permitting
the effluent discharge portions of the
wastewater project, and early and
frequent contact with OWM staff
will help avoid permitting problems
that may drive up the cost of the
project. While the effluent discharge
permits are probably the most
critical permits required for
wastewater projects with centralized
discharges, additional or other
permits may be required for more
decentralized approaches. The DEP
regional offices and BMF can assist
in determining what permits will be
needed.

1.3.2.4  Professional Involvement

Other important participants in the
planning process are professional
environmental, engineering and
planning consultants. Many small
communities do not have full- or
even part-time professional
environmental scientists, engineers



or planners on staff. Consultants are
therefore frequently hired by the
WPC with input from the CAC to
assist with wastewater management
planning. Responsibility for carrying
out the majority of tasks necessary to
develop the comprehensive Facilities
and Management Plan then
generally falls to the consultants.

It is important for the WPC and CAC
to select planning and engineering
tirms that demonstrate both an
openness to and technical expertise
with a variety of treatment and
disposal approaches, both
centralized and decentralized, since
it is the responsibility of the project
leaders to make sure all feasible
options are considered and
evaluated adequately. In addition,
since participation is such an integral
part of the planning process, project
leaders or WPCs should ask up front
about the consultant’s approach to
planning. In particular, they should
make sure that the consultants are
prepared to revise their plans as a
result of input from the public
participation process. Flexibility on
the part of the consultant can be as
important as technical competence.
These steps will go a long way
towards achieving a cost-effective
Facilities and Management Plan that
will address the wastewater needs of
the planning area.

Once the planning and engineering
consultants have been selected, they
develop a Plan of Study with
guidance from the WPC and DEP

that lays out all the tasks required to
complete the Facilities and
Management Plan (see section
1.3.3.1). The planners and engineers,
or possibly newly selected
consultants, then proceed with the
development of the Facilities and
Management Plan according to this
Plan of Study. It is extremely
important for the WPC to maintain a
close interactive working
relationship with their consultants
throughout the development of the
plan to insure that the consultants
carry out the required tasks
according to specifications, and thus,
develop a recommended plan that is
ultimately implementable.

Table 1. provides a more extensive
listing of those parties that should be
involved in the wastewater
management planning process.

1.3.3 Overview of the Planning Process

The wastewater management
planning process generally consists
of the following steps:

1. Development of a Plan of Study

2. Assessment of Wastewater Needs

3. Development and Screening of
Area Wastewater Treatment and
Disposal Alternatives

4. Detailed Evaluation of a
Community-wide Plan

1.3.3.1 Development of a Plan of Study

The Plan of Study (POS) is a guide to
the development of the Wastewater



Management Plan. The purpose of
the POS is to provide the
municipality and state with a
common understanding of the scope
of work, schedule, and costs of
preparing the Wastewater
Management Plan. Included in the
POS must be a detailed description
of the work tasks to be performed
that will result in an approvable
Wastewater Management Plan, a
schedule for completion of the work
tasks and outputs, and costs to
complete those tasks.

It should be understood that
Massachusetts municipalities must
obtain approval of their POS from
BMF if they wish to be eligible for
SRF money to support their planning
effort. Municipalities are therefore
encouraged to interact closely with
staff at BMF during the development
of their POS to obtain feedback and
guidance on what specific elements
should be included in the Scope of
Work. This will help avoid delays in
obt